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Maine Port Development Studies

Executive Summary

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES:

(a) Introduction

The port communities located along the‘Mainé‘cdést“constitute a major
resource and economic asset of the State. The dévelOpmént of this asset
is df'great‘imﬁorfahce,to theJState as‘a'Whole and of cfiﬁical importance
to the porﬁ communities themselves. A number of‘state agendies'have gome
degree of involvement in coastal development. This includes the Department,
of Marine Resources, the Department of'Cénservation, Bureau of Parks and

Recreation, and Bureau of Public Lands, the Department of Environmental

Protection, the State Planning Office, and the Maine‘Departmght of Trans-

portation. In orderrto minimize duplicatipn of effoft and to take advan-
tage of particular areas of expertise, an agreement was, signed between the
State Planning Office and the Maine Department of Trén5portation to estab-
lish the Maine Port Planning and Development Program.

The studies undertaken in this program are intended to provide guid-
ance for state levelﬂactivitiesrip port development including the estab-

lishment of priorities for public investment in port facilities where

—

warranted, as well aS»developing technical and financial resources to

assist local and specific industry (private or public) port planning and

.development efforts. The Port Planning ,and. Development Program is



supplementary to a number of coastal studies including Heavy Industry
Sltes and Tourism as well as plans that have been developed primarily
by the State Planning Offlce over the last several years.,

The initial step which has been&termed_Phase I, was to inventory
existing facilities in as many Maine coastal communities as possible.

Some 47 Maine coastal communities have been inventoried and. the data

—

published in two volumes. The first covering the coast from Kittery

—— . Sl o
to Boothbay Harbor, and the second from Damariscotta-Newcastle through
. Eastport. The inventory also ineluded.perte_onvthe Saco, Keﬁﬁebec,
-Sheepscot1 and.Penobscot Rivers. The‘third,volume published gn@er
‘,Phase Iis entltled "Plannlng Volume" and contalns a. summary of tne

‘__nventory data together with eight suggested short term 1mprovement

projects, the description of a number of financing options, and the

. ildentification of areas in which further study appears to be warranted.
e ' S S — : -

(b) The Issues
The reports which are the subject of this summéry'ihcludefthetPhaee
I, Plamning Volume, Forest Products Terminal Feasibility Study, Fish-
eries Port Facilities Study, and Institutional Changes in Maine State
Agencies for Port Plamning and Development. The issues addressed in
these reports include:
(1) What port facilities are required and recommended
(a) To adequately handie the present and future waterborne
commerce of Méine-industfy3
(o) To adequately handle ‘the fish landings for the antici-
pated expansion of Maine's fishing industry; and-
(¢) To meet the recreational uses and passenger transportation

needs of Maine's coastal and island communities.



(2) How such facilities are to be planned and financéd and’ the extent
to whlch State Government should be 1nvolved, and |
(3) Instltutlonal changes in State agenc1es to fa0111tate and accom-

pllsh recommended development.‘

2. BACKGROUND AND FACTUAL INFORMATION

(a) Cargo Handling Facilities :

A tabulation of the toﬁnage handled by port and primary commodity.
group for Portland, Searsport; and the Upper Penobscot River ports
(Bangor, Brewer, and Bucksport) has been developed for a 25 year period
from 1950 through 1975. A summary covering all Maine ports for a similar
period has also been developed. Significantly, the only ports te show
an increase in traffic handled between 1970 .and 1975 are Searsport, Cape
Porpoise, Eastport, and Lubec.Channel. In the latter three ports the
increase results from fish handlings. The increase at Searsport, however,
results from a combined increase in both bulk: petroleum and dry cargo
handlings. The improvement in facilities at Winterport has resulted in
a significant increase 1n act:L\rlty at that port resultmg prlmarlly from
a large potato export. Port of Bath act1v1ty is related prlmarlly to the
Beth Iron Works Shipyard plus a significant amount of recreational boating.
Eastport and Rockland are primarily fishiﬁg ports where significant amounts
of both fin and shell fish are landed annually. e‘

.?art of the. inventory process  included a comprehensive study of the

export-import traffic that originates and terminates in' the State of Maine.

The purpose of the survey was to provide a basis from which to determine

the port facility needs of Maine traffic and whether it would be possible

to assemble cargoes at Maine ports in sufficient quantities to support



scheduled salllngs..

The survey revealed thaf State of M;igéméxports’éna 1ﬁports comblned
totaled approx1mately 29M tons in 1976 as expected 28M tons was petrole—
um and petroleum products. 'Of the 1M'tons of other cango, approxmmately
13 percént'was'handled in containers.

Major import commodities other than petroleum are gypsum, salt,
caustic ‘soda, tapioca, sardines and lumber. It is significant that 86
percent of the dry -cargo imports are handled through Maine ports, primari-
1ly Searsport. Containerized importS'xotaled 2,000 tons or 1,373 - 20
foot boxes.

Export traffic handled by Maine ports amounted to only.52 percent
of the total of 483,599 tons in 1976. fMéine,exports.fall’into two pri-
mary commodity groups, the first being paper and forest products which
totaled'203;262-tons in 1976 and food and. food products which total

271,718 tons in 1976. In comparing these commodity groups, however, it

should be noted that food products include 192,000 tons of fresh potatoes

which has never been a consistent movement. Potato export depends upon
crop conditions throughout the rest of the world which is uncertain at
best. Containerized exports totaled 106,781 tons or 5,501 - 20 foot
boxes:

(b) Fish Handling Facilities

Each one of the inventoried ports -either has fish handling facili-
ties or registered boats that are engaged in .commercial fishing of one -
typé or another. A‘summarytof the data indicates that ‘there are 152 fish

handling facilities 'at “the inventoried ports, 35 of which are engaged in -
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the exclusive handling of fin fish, 33»that‘are used exglusivgly for shell

fish, and 8l that handle both. These fgcilities have a total of 2,6M

sguare feet o.f dock area. ) o . » ,
Inventory data combined with the data produced‘by the U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers shows a total of 95,435 tons of fish landed at Maine

ports in 1975. This_includes 87,691vtons of fin fish and 7[7Ah‘tons qu

shell fish. The inventoried ports ha@ 71 commercigl fishing boats under

U.S. Goast Guard registration and 2,151 other (1obster) boats.

(é) Recreation and Passenger Facilities

This area of port'acfivity consists of recreational boating, the

operation of coastal cruisers, and passenger transportation. Recreational

boating in 1976 alongvthe Maine coast included at least 25,000 privately
owned and operated boats. Facilities £o serviée thése boé£§ aré found in
virtually every port and harbor in thg,State. _ | B

AvailaBle data was summarized under two basic headings, privately
owned facilities available for public use, aﬁd‘those facilities that are
publicly owned and operated. The facilities involved include yacht clubs,
marinas, boat storageffagilities, public landings and public launching
sites. ‘

The privately owned facilities iqclude a total of 21 yachtvclubs
providing 260 berths and 48 marinas with 1,703 berths. Thirty-six (36)
of the marinas provide food and fuel and repair services.

Ihere are 90 pgblicly owned docks or landingsbhaving 594 berths and
258,floats.b Public bqat launching fgcilities totaled 53, Aé(being town
facilities and seven state facilitie§:, A total of 5,348;harbor mdorings

are identified in the inventoried ports.



Headboats (25+ persons) and charter boats (6-8 persons) operate from
viﬁtuall& ailiof the involvéd‘pOﬁts;‘with York, Kennébunkporéy’?Bitland5
Boothbay Harbor, Bar Harbor and Eastport showing- higher than average num-—
bers.. Cbaéﬁélicruiée“ﬁdats of varioﬁé.siZes'ihcluding'the=Windjémmers
also opérate-from”mosfiof the ports. This activity is heaviest at York,
EbrtlandFLBbothbay:Hafbof, Chmden,-Bér Harbér; and Eéstport.."

International ferry service to-Nova Stotia is operated from Portland.
Harbor and Bar Harbor and'service-from Rockland, Lincolnville, and Bass

Harbor is operated to the offshore islands in both East and West Penobscot

Bay including Swans Island, Long Island, Islesboro, North Haven, and Vinal-

‘haven.. In additiom, there is local. service to the Islands in Casco Bay.

ANALYSIS: — IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEMS' AND OPPORTUNITIES

“(a); Functional Classification

In order to provide a basis upon. which. the systematic classification:
of:Méihé:ports:can be made, a functional classification is suggested which
incIude. the foIldi»iirig catégdri'es:

(1) Tons of cargo handled both liquid and dry
" (2) Tons of fish including shell fish landed
(3) The number of passengers handled

(4) The number of vessel operations in each of the inventoried ports,

as- reported in. the publication of the{U;S.bArmnyorps-bf Engineers

entitled "Waterborne Commerce of the United States".
" Each port iS'CIassified.not.only by the level of activity bﬁt by
the type of éctivity bééurring, namely‘cargo haﬁdling;ffishing.or recrea-
tibn;'the‘objective:béing to designate those ports with a relatiVeiy high

level of activity from those with a medium raﬁgézof.activity:aﬁd those



with a relatively small range of activity by the primary activity.
Accordingly, three clasgifications have been selecteds -
(A) Primary Commercial Ports which are those with the highest
level of activity
(B) Secondary Commercial Ports — those would be the medium range
ports, and ‘ o
(Q) Local or those ports hav1ng the lowest level of act1v1tyo
As an example, ports with an A c13351flcatlon are further broken down by
predomlnant qot1v1ty‘as follows:

Al - cargo, A2 - fisheries, and A3 - recreation or passenger handlinge

(b) Port Improvement Projects (Suggested for the Short Term)

Ana1351s of Phase I data 1ndlcated several port improvement progects

that could be accompllshed in the near term (3 to 5 years)g
Project Selection Process:

Shoro term port improvement projecos have been suggested for eight
of the inventoried ports; the basis of the recommended projects is that
it must have a high potentlal for short term accompllshmento Kby factors
in ihe identifioation of potential projects were:

(1) Prior definition of the project

' (2) Tnterest on the part of the commmnity as evidenced by strong
local support; Organizaoion of a special committee or group to study and

implement the project. Attendance at the meebing held by MDOT and the

Consultant, EsCe Jordan Company, Ince

(3) Pfoject size fhat would allow construction in a short time
frame and would be feasmble from an economic point of view. The project

could not be so complex that extensive study and design would be required



in order to get something built. This factor was assessed by the Depark~

ment of Transportation and the consultant based on joint experience with

port projectss

(4) A willingness on the part of the community, the private sector

or a combination of both to accept some -or‘all of the costs of £he projecte

Suggested Projects

Eight potential}short term ﬁrojects have been identified. The first

L.

four involve the construction and modification of shoréside facilifies that

will not be eligible for assistance from the Corps of Engineers.

Port

Cape Porpoise Harbor

Boothbay Harbor
Lincolnville

Belfasthafbdr

Facility

‘Fish Pier

 Parking Lot, Remedisl Rip-
- rap Protection o

Ferry Service Parking

Facility

' Town Pier Extension

Este Cost
$800, 000~$500, 000

415, 000-$50, 000
$45vQQO‘$6O,OOO

© $200,000-$280,000

The remaining fouf projects will be eligible for assistance from the Corps of

Engineers as follows:
Port

Searsport Harbor
Bar Harbor
Southwest Harbor

Northeast Harbor

Breakwater-Dredging

Breakwater-Dredging
Dredging

Predging

Ests Cost

To be prepared by the U.Se
Corps of Engineers if project

is feasible

"To be prepared by the UsSe
Corps of Engineers if project

is feasible
To be prepared by the U.S.

Corps of Engineers if project

is feasible

.To be prepared by the Us3s

Corps of Engineers if project

~is feasgible



- Each project is déscribed in detail in the Plamning Volume with a
recommended approach for accomplishments. The-project description was
prepared by the Consultant E. C. Jordan Company, Ince
(c) Financing Options

Several finéﬁciﬁg Optibﬁs'fOr port dévélopmenﬁ'are discusseds In-

cluded is a descfiﬁtion'of'the financial assistance available to the

" Bureau of Parks and Reéreation for the'éstabliéhment'of recreation facili-
; tieé”together with examples of ‘projects that have been approved or accom=

plisﬁed at Bath and Ellswocrth.

The report also‘discusses the poﬁential uSG of Economic Deveiopment
Administration funds including public work grants, local public works,
and technical assistance program grants. - Examples pf.suqh projects in-
clude the facility at Jonesport which resulted in a total‘gost of $350,000
and included land; a marina and boat launching facility, 80 percent of which
was provied by EDA and the remaining 20 percent by the State Boating Facili-
ties Funds. A commercial fish pier at Milbridge was also used as an exam—
ple designed for the offloading of_éeafood into tractor trailer trucks.

This was funded by a split of 80 percent from EDA and 20 percent from local
funds. A pending EDA project is the commercial fish pier in Lubec,

A description of the funding capabilities of the UaSe Army.Corps of
Engineers is included which relates primarily to harbor imppovement pro-
Jectso FExamples of the Winter Harbor dredging and Portland Harbor dredg-
ing are described together with an explanation of the procedures to be
used in obtaining Corps approval for harbor imprqvement projects.

Bond: finaneing is discusgedfiq;somefdetail including general obli-

gation bonds and revenue bonds.  Examples of both methods of financing



are given using the proposed construction of a general cargo pier and oil
terminal in Portland which was to be accomplished with revenue bond financ-
ing and the construction of facilities used by the Maine State Ferry Ser—
vice in Penobscot Bay, which was provided by general obligation‘bonds.
Qoastal development fundsffor predetermined or dediééted.ﬁéé are
~ suggested for copsideration using as sources, wateréraitﬂrgg;straﬁion
fees,_hgrbor use fees particularly for the‘ass%gnmgnt of ﬁéorings, peréonal
property  tax fees resulting from the registration of reéfeation and fish-
ing boats and a tax on fish landings.
Financing options are also discussed in connecﬁioﬁ with sﬁecific pro-

Ject recommendationse

(d) Cargo Handling Facilities

The export—import survey andbthe subsequent énalysis of this data
indicated that paper and forest products constituted about 40% of the
total'ékports in foreign commerce from the State of Maine and that only
~ about 30% of this tonnage was moving through either of Maine's two active

cargo handling ports. The handling of a large percentage of this tonnage

was determined to be a development opporﬁunity that required further in-

. N . \
vestigation. )

\ Accordingly; a study was undertaken to determine the feasibility of
constructing a new terminal aimed specifically at capturing a larger
~ percentage of the forest products export tonnage with a general cargo
handling capabilitye Both engineering and economic-consideratidns'have
been closely coordinated throughout the course of the study. Existing
ports which presently handle general cargo were examined for their

suitability as the site for a port development project. Each was -

- 10 =
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evaluated regarding such characteristics as existing cargo facilities,

land availability for new or expanded facilities, highway'ahd fégl N

access, depth of water and availability of other port related sérﬁices.
These investigations revealed that Portland and'Seérsport are the

most suitable as a site for a cargo portvdevelopment projéct whether

it be new facilities or an GXpénsion of existing facilities. The eco-

nomic analysis has determined that food products aﬁd'related materials
as well as forest products constitute a large portion of Maine's ex-
port and import traffic. However, as pfeViously statéd, a significant
percentage of this traffic particularly export ﬁraffic is presently
moving through ports other than Maine including St. John, N.B., Bosﬁon,
MA, and New York, NY. Within Maine, Searsport was found to handle

far more general cargo (excluding bulk petfoleum) than ény other port

'in the State including Portland.

The potential for Maine ports to attract traffic from other’origins
outside of the State (Hinteriand) has been examined and determined that
for all practical purposes Maine ports will be limited to those cargoes
originating or terminating within the State at least initially, if new
or improved facilities are provided. The report also finds that in the
long term, unless such facilities are provided, the existing iével of
cargoe Handling éctivity will decline to the point where it will be
practically nonexistent becausé of the obsolescehce of facilities. It
should be pointed out, however, that this does not take into considera—
tion the development of property in Portland by Paul Merrill;

Within‘Maine, the Port of Searsport offers a three to one advantage

over Portland on a geographical basis in the amount of cargo that could

- 11 -
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reasonably be attracted by new or 1mproved fa0111t1es.

(e) Fish Handllng Pacilities

The fishing 1ndustry clearly Ppresents one of the most promising
opportunities for development along the Maine coast. The effects of the
200 mile limit and the exclusion of the foreign fleet from the George s
Bank area contrlbute greatly to this opportunity. It appears however
that the ex1st1ng phys1ca1 facilities, primarily piers are generally in-
adequate for the 1hdustry to effectively respond to this opportunlty.v
The recommendation.of specific development strategies should be made
after further studies of the economics and practices of the 1ndustry
and the requirements that the ZOO—mile limit will impose upon us.

Such a study has been undertaken and w111 be reported upon separately

The generally poor availability and condition of the phy51cal |
facilities that the 1ndustry depends on for 1ts existence does not
‘reflect the 1mportance of maintaining a prosperous fisheries economy
in Maine. Adequately equipped piers that are in good structural
condition are very costly with only a limited number of publicly owned
piers avaiiable in reiation to present and anticipated future demand.
Private piera are sometimes used as leverage to influence trade
patterns of fishermen. In addition the planning, funding, and operation
of fish piers 1nvolve a high level of cost whlch the fishing 1ndustry
has had difficulty meeting because of w1de fluctuatlon in profits.

It also appears that the inadequacy of pier facilities is increas-

ingly becoming an obstacle in transporting fish to processors or

- 12 -
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markets from the boats. This condition is also hampering gear handling
and other necessary vessel servicess Further, it is undérstood that
larger boats are being built or planned at this time which wiliuemploy
the latest technology for harvesting fish and will require adequate
docking-facilitiese As a consequence of the expanded opportuniiy,
substantial increases in production are anticipated somewhere in the
order of three to four times the current level. Therefore, one of the
most important issues facing the industry is the early assessment of
the impact that the 200-mile limit will have upon Maine’s fish handling
facilitiese

A number of communities have azlready taken steps to acquire positions
of* advantage for the anticipated growthe Portland is actively studying
the development of a large fish piers Plans for cooperative fish piers

are being considered at Kittery, Cape Porpoise, Stonington, Lubec, and

‘Bastporte

(£) Institubional Changes in State Government

Inﬂorder to assure tha£ potentiaiV0pportunities are seized, and
that the problems.which accompany ﬁoftvdevelbpment are minimized, there
is a need to make some'cﬁahges in tﬁé institutional structure which
curréntly handles portse Thié conclﬁsion is part of a specific study
of the institutiénal-prqblems_ig ;tate govgrnment'made by the State
Planning Office. Such chenges should demonstrate clearly the State's con-
cerns for all aspects of its ports, and the commitment to .seeing that
future port needs will be met. Changes are.also necessary because
existing laws and practices do not ful;ylreflgct‘phevimportance of

ports in the State's economic system.

-13 -



There are five basic changes which it is desirable to make in exist~

ing institutions and enabling law to insure that there is:

(1) An agency with full, statewide authority for all -aspects
of port planning and developmente

(2) Mn agency with flexible capabilities in‘the.areasrqf funding
of new port facilities, including the power to issue erenué
bonds or, if necessary, recommend the issuance of general
obligation bonds, and to provide matching shares for federal
grantss

(3) An agency with ties to other agencies of state government con-

- cerned with ports, including the Departments of Marine Resources,
Environmental Protection, Conservation, and the State'Defelop—
-ment Offices -

(4) Specific authorization to allow the agency to assist communi-
ties with engineering and economic assistance in various port
development projects initiated at the commmnity level.

(5)  Adequate staff énd;fﬁﬁding tolénable ﬁﬁé agencyito aséist
gommuni;ies, develop‘oﬁerall port plans for thg,State, and
to design, éonstrupt, and operaté such facilitiés for‘general

cargo handling or fishing as may be determined to be necessarye

(g) oOther Concerns and- Opportunities Requiring

The Planning Volume alse contains a detailed explanation of -the
following areas in which further'studies'appeér to be required as a
result of the Phase I effort. These include:

(1) Dredging Spoils Disposal

The selection and recommendation of dredging spoil disposal

-1 -
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(3)

sites, This study is recommended as a result of what appears

to be a fairly exténsife amdﬁht oflmainténaﬁce‘of new dredging
requirements'in‘most Méine'?orts t& accommodate larger fiéhing
veséels and larger.and more4fedreation type boats. Disposal
sites, however, are very difficult to éelect on a project by
ﬁroject basis;_ Thé objeéti&e ;f the proposed study would be

to identify g number of sites along’the coast tﬁat most coastal
interesﬁs cbuld agree to in advance. | |

Coastal Cruise Ship Operations

An ideniification of the port facilities necessary to encourage
the growth of recfeationél cruise ship dperations on the Maine

coast,

Ferry Service

This study would include an evaluation of present and future

ferry service needs in areas such as scheduling, fare structure

revisions, analysis of existing vessels and a vessel replace-

ment program.

4. ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION:

(a) Cargo Handling Facilities

Based upbn the engineering and harketiﬂg analysis, five alternative

courses of action have been considered.

(1)
(2)
(3)

(&)

(5)

A new fécility in the Searéport_area.

Upgrading the existing facilities at Searsport.

A few facility'at‘one of two locations in Pdrtland.
Upgrading of the existing Maine State Pier in Portland, and

The "no build" or "do nothing" alternative.

- 15 -



The consultant has recommended the construction of new faciiities
at Searsport with the preferable iocation bsing oﬁ Sears Island.:b

The two sites considered in Poriland for new construction were the
present Portland Terminal Wharf No; 3 site which is located on‘property
roughlyvbetween the Million Dollar Bridge so~called and the U.S; Rodte 1
or Veterans Memorial Bridge along the.Fore River. The opser sife is the
former Csnadian National Pier site, onviand which is now owned by tﬁe
Maine Department of Transportation. | |

It was determined that the Searsport location offers substantial
advantages over the Portland area and other ports considered in this
study in regard to market potential. Searsport presently handles sub-
stantially more non-petroleum cargoes than Portland and has a fairly
solid cargo base upon whlch to bulld. - » |

On a geographic ba31s, Searsport appears to have a three to one ad-
vantage over Portland in potentlal 1mport and export cargoes orlglnatzng
from or destined to p01nts in Maine. That is to say, it is more centrally
and advantageously located in regard to exporters and importers. Port-
land's traffic base and its location in regard to the paper 1ndustry 1s
less advantageous. In 1976, for example, approximately 70 percent of
the State's waterborne forest products exports, that 1s to say paper ﬁ
and other products, came from Penobscot and Washington Counties, while
nearly all of the forest products imports were destined to Penobscot
County.

The Sears Island location has immense development opportunities

for cargo handling facilities as well as the location of other‘industries

_ 16 -



which may have a .need-or.desire for a location close to waterfront facili-
tiese Over 300 acres of land are available on the Island for sueh purposes
and are exclusive of the land to be used by Central Maine Power Company

in the development of its coal fired generating station. The sites in
Portland, on the other hand, .do not offer such long range growth poten—
tiale 'They are more limited in size,jbeingfapproximately 50 acres each
much of which is water area and are further constrained from expansion

by various types of adjacent developygnto While Portland's sités~would

be adequate to serve today's needs, their long range expansion potential
appears to be far more restriétive, perhaps even prohibitive, than the
Sears -Island siteo -

Another primary advantage of the Sears Island location is the deep
water available élong side the berth which is approximately 40 to L5
feete These depths could not be obtained in Portland without dredging.
This advantage is important as the trend is to a deeper draft cargo.
vessel and dredging is becoming more and more difficult under existing
goverpment policiese

- In addifion to the other advantages, a facility at Sears Island is
estimated to cost approximately $41M which is significantly less than the
cost estimated for the construction of a comparable facility at the
Canadian National/MDOT site in Portland of approximately $90M. The cost
of constructing a facility at the Portland Terminal No. 3 site. of $30M
to $35M is in addition to significant off-site costs. Furthermore,
Portland Terminal No. 3 site is.considered to have physical and opera-—

tional disadvantages .when compared with Sears Island.

-17 -



(b) Institutionsl:Changes.in Maine State Covermment Age

There are two basic options for establishing an agency.which would -
meet anticipated port planning and development requirementss -The first

is-to use the existing structure within the Department of Traensportation

with appropriate modifications to the laws establishing the Department ~.

and the Maine ‘Port Authority. “This option would assign the dewvelopment
and opérating ‘functions for &1l facilities to “the Bureau of Waterwayse -
The current Port Authority would be expanded to be.represenbative of
other areas of the State (besides Portland and South Portland) and
would continue to have its basic function of deciding where and:when
to fund facilities. The Port Authority would be giwven specific authori-
zation to recommend general obligetion bonds to the Legislature and the
Governor; - and to provide ‘the State's matching :share of federsl grantse

Option 2 is to create a separabe ragency; to be called the Maine
Port Authority, which would have @11 ‘?b'he--.’fui’-tctio;l of the ‘current Maine
Port Authority and Bureau of Waterways conbined and would be separate
from the Department of Transportation. The Port .Authority would have .a
staff of its own assigned to the various roles .in port planning, develop—
ment, and operations-which the Authority would undertake in assisting
commnities and developing its own facilities as required. . The Po‘r’b v
.Authority-Boardf would havée essentially the same powers as the Board .-
under Option 1.

Op.’r;‘ion 1 has the advantage of 'being somewhat lower in cost, since
there would be some savings on administrative overhead and :bthe‘r:fspec:ta'l-
ized services (legal, right of way appraisal, etc.). -However, 'k’é.ep‘ing

the ports® function within DOT has the disadvantage of maintaining two
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agencies dealing with ports and consequently potential confusion as to the
clear central responsibility for ports. Creating a singlrev pgrt agency
(option 2) would make the commitment to ports unequivocal and provide a
single agency with a single féspoﬁsibﬂitye Howé\fer,, suéh an age-ndy
would be somewhat more expensive since administrative ovérhead‘. would

have to be provided and specialized services would have to be contracted

for.

RECOMVENDATIONS

The Consultant Fay, Spofford and Thorndike, Engineers, make the follow-
ing findings and recommendations based upon the feasibility study of new or
expanded cafgo handling facilities in Maines -

@ That, unless new or improved cargo handling facilities are provided
increased cargo activity cannot be expected to occur and the existing
level of such activity will decline over the years;, practically to |

the point of nonexistence because of obsolete facilitiese

@® That provided adequate financial arrangements can be made, a major
new cargo handling facility be constructed on the southwest quadrant
of Sears Island in the Port of Searsport that is capable of handling
both containerized and break<bulk cargoes with transit and storage

' sheds, wide working apron and both rail and truck access -;- estimaﬁed

construction cost $41 Million (1977 dollars)e

@ That such construction not be undertaken unless a financing package
can be developed by the Maine Department of Transportation that may
include a combination of general obligation bonds, revenue bonds,
EDA grant and/or loan and long term.leases or other financial

commitments from major port users and operatorss
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In addition, the following recommendations are made:

@® That any alternative or subsequent general cargo pofﬁ dev‘élopment
having state financial involvement be confined to two or possibly

three port areass

® That general cargo port handling facility planning and construction
that is developed in whole or in part with state funds be undertaken
by the Department of Transportations

@ That all cargo port handling facilities requiring public investment
be subjected to cost effective analysis in order that public finance

ing sources will have a clear picture of the type of investment re-

quired.

@® It is recommended that the required changes be made in existing laws
so that the port planning and development functions remains within
the Department of Transportation (Option 1)e It is ‘believed that the
functions of an expanded port agency can be adequately performed by

DOT and that the lower costs for this option make it the more desirablee.

Throughout the study it has repeatedly been made clear that the coastal
municipalities want and expect to be the initiator of and make their own
decisions about port arid harbor development projectss These municipalities
also indicated that they would weicdme technical and whére available financial

assistance from the State. Accordingly, it is recommended:
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That the Maine Department of Transportation. initiate .a commnity
assistance program to provide technical assistance upon request of
the community.iq_thé development Qflporylimprovement projects and
the processing of such projects with the necessary State and Federal

agenciese

Fish Handligg Fac111tles

_'The fo]low1ng strategles for the developmeni of fish handllng facili~

_are offered for considerations

Physical facilities, especially pier facilities, play a crucial
role in the operatlon of the commerc1al flshlng 1ndustry not

unl:.ke the I'ela'thnShlp of alI'pOl’”ts to av:.atlon.

~Pier facilities currently represent a major-problem to the -

~development of the industry..

(d)

The nature of pier féciliﬁieézih terms of éostvand uéage maké

them a likely candidate forﬂthe type of public support generally
made available to other public facilities such ag airports, cargo
piers, etc. in the areas of planning, construction (funding), and

operationse

Recreation and Passenger Facilities

The following strategies for the development of recreation and passen=-

ger handling facilities are recommended:

That the towns continue to be the primary plamner~initiator of

port improvement projects involving recreational facilities.
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® The Department of Conservation,"Bure‘au' of Parks and Recreation con—
time to acquire, develop, and’oPeraté'écéeSSJSités in’ coastal
commmities in accordance with its 1976 "Public Facilities for

Boats Plan™, *

The Bureau of Parks and Recreation and the Department of Transporta-
tion cooperatively provide technical aésistanpé fé-commﬁnities uﬁon
request in the development of data t0 support the construction of
new or a modification of e}dstin‘g‘facii'ities énd harbor improve-4

ment projectse

That‘éﬁVeffortlbe made by thé{étééevDevelopment‘Office or other
apprepriate ageﬁciés to eﬁcouiage>therdeveldﬁment of pfivéﬁely
owned recreation facilities in’those coastal commmnities that now
have a high level of recreation activity and those communities who

wish to encourage this type of development.
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